1 I IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

2 ' LASALLE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

3 ' 


KEVIN KRAMER, 

Plaintiff, 
vs. 

JULIA EICKMEIER, 

Defendant. 


) 


) 


) CASE NO. 2015-F-153 


) 


TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS had in the above-entitled 
cause on May 31, 2017, before KAREN EITEN, Associate Circuit 
Judge of the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit, at the LaSalle 
County Courthouse, 119 W. Madison, Ottawa, Illinois. 


REPORTED BY: 

Paula D. Williams, CSR, RPR 
Official Court Reporter 
119 W. Madison Street 
Ottawa, Illinois 61350 
(815) 434-0400 
License No. 084-001279 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 











APPEARANCES: 


Aplington Kaufman McClintock Steele 
Attorneys at Law 
BY: Mr. Robert Steele 
160 Marquette St. 

LaSalle , IL 

On behalf of the Plaintiff. 


Miskell Law Center 
Attorneys at Law 
BY: Mr. Eric Miskell 
218 W. Madison St. 

Ottawa, IL 

On behalf of the Defendant. 


Barry 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 







1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 


(The following proceedings 
were held in open court.) 

THE COURT: Let the record show this is Kevin R. 
Kramer, K-r-a-m-e-r vs. Julia C. Eickmeier, 

E-i-c-k-m-e-i-e-r, Cause Number 2015-F-153. 

Present in court is the Petitioner with his 
attorney, Mr. Steele; the Respondent with her attorney, 

Mr. Miskell. 

We are in day six of a hearing on a Petition 
for Order Of Protection that was filed by Mr. Kramer. 

We are still in Mr. Kramer's case in chief. 

And I believe we set this day so that we could continue the 
testimony of Ms. Patton. Is that correct, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: It is, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, you ready to proceed? 

MR. STEELE: I am. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, are you ready to proceed? 

MR. MISKELL: I am. 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Steele, go ahead and call 
your witness back. 

MR. STEELE: Anne has testified previously. 

THE COURT: Okay. Come on up, ma'am, and we'll have 
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you sworn again. 

MR. MISKELL. Yeah, I believe we are on my cross 

exam. 

THE COURT: Okay. Is that your understanding? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

(The witness was thereupon duly 
sworn.) 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead, Mr. Miskell. You were 
cross examining the witness when we broke. 

MS. ANN PATTON, 

having been previously sworn, upon oath testified as foil 
to wit: 


ows 


CROSS EXAMINATION 
BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, ma'am, when you are given a -- 

THE COURT: Let's start out, just have her state her 


name. 


BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Please state your name for the record. 

A. Ann Patton. 

Q- And you do understand you are still under oath 
from the previous times you have been in court; correct? 

A. Yes, I do. 
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Q. Ma'am, you are given by the Department a 
certain technical support procedures for child custody 
investigations; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And how many times a year or every couple years 

are those reviewed with you as an investigator, do you know? 

A. I don't understand the question. 

Q. Is there a period of time in which during the 

course of your work year that you are required to review the 
procedures with regards to investigations? 

A. We review them regularly just through different 
investigations, yes. 

Q. And those are signed off and promulgated by the 
Director of D.C.F.S.; is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And those are the guidelines that you must 

follow in your investigations; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q< I,m assuming that the reason that they have 

these guidelines and these requirements for you is so that 
the reports are done properly and that the results are 
something that can be relied on? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you would agree with me then that failure 
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to follow those procedures may result in reports that are 
not, that may not be -- 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to the 
relevance and it's asking for her opinion. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, the relevance? 

MR. MISKELL: She's an investigator. 

I have talked to her about the procedures that 
she s required to follow as an investigator and what the 
failure to follow through with those procedures may result 
in in investigations. 

THE COURT: Well, let's tie it up to something 
related to this case. Because, otherwise, I'm going to 
sustain the objection. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. Your Honor, I am marking this as 
Exhibit Number 4. I do realize it’s out of order. I have a 
previous exhibit marked as Number 3 that I haven't 
introduced yet. 

THE COURT: Wait, wait, wait, wait, wait. 

Oh, okay, 3. 3 you haven't introduced yet. 

MR. MISKELL: Right. But I already have it marked 
and everything. So, I don't want to mess my exhibit 

numbers. So I am marking this exhibit as Mother's Exhibit 
Number 4. 

THE COURT: Right. I understand. 

6 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 




BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Ma'am, I am showing you -- 

MR. STEELE: Excuse me. Could I have a copy? 

MR. MISKELL: Oh, yeah. You bet. 

MR. STEELE: Do you have a copy for me? 

MR. MISKELL: It's the statute. 

MR. STEELE: Could we get a copy, your Honor? 

THE COURT: Sure. Go ahead and we'll take a minute 
and get you a copy. Get me one while you're at it. 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, you have your copy? 

1 HE COURT: Yes, go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Ma'am, I'm showing you what’s been marked as 
Mother's Exhibit Number 4. Can you tell me if you can 
review that first and then tell me what it is. 

A. Part of our procedures. 

Q. And what procedure is Exhibit 4 regarding? 

A. Urn, related to custodian or visitation 
judgments. Is that what you are talking about? 

Q. Yes. And by custodian and visitation 
judgments, what does that mean to you as an investigator? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to the 
relevance of this. This is when a court orders D.C.F.S. to 
do an investigation. This is not what we have in front of 
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us today. 


THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, your response? 

MR. MISKELL: It actually -- urn, there's different 
parts to the actual Code, Judge. 

And when you look at Part A, it's regarding a 
court order. Part B is when there is a custody 
investigation: and then 330.4, 5, 6 and 7 are other parts of 

the procedure. So it's more about I didn't want to leave 
anything out. 

So, obviously, A is about a written court 
order. B is not. B is about custody investigations 
involving a child. The document actually will speak for 
itself as far as what it purports to do. 

MR. STEELE: But, your Honor, this is not a child 
custody investigation. This is an investigation of abuse. 

MR. MISKELL: It was in that by taking protective 
custody of the child and putting the child with the father, 
they had made a determination as to the child custody. 

That s different than saying legal custody as far as a court 
order. 

I could ask her some foundation questions on 

that. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, that protective custody was 
overnight until we had an Order of Protection the next day. 
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So, I don't think it’s at all relevant to this. 

They found the child in danger and they took 
action to protect the child. It was not a child custody 
investigation. They are not determining custody. 

THE COURT: I tend to agree with Mr. Steele. Well, 
let's do it this way. 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: Why don't you ask her -- I’m going to let 
him ask the question of the witness of whether this 
particular part of the Act pertains when a court order has 
not been entered requiring the investigation. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Ma am, when there is a prior court order that 
has custody and visitation established -- 

THE COURT: No, no, no, no, no, no, no. Don't wander 
off into the woods. I'll ask the question. 

Ms. Patton, is this Act that you have in front 
of you marked as Mother's Exhibit 4, is that the relevant 
portion when there has not been a court order for you to do 
a child custody investigation? 

THE WITNESS: Well, first of all, it's dated 

September 28, 1981. So, I don't know if this is the most 
recent. 

THE COURT: I don't either. 
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THE WITNESS: So, I mean, have I ever seen this 
particular one? I mean, our book is this thick. I can't 
say for sure. 

But, no, this is not a custody visitation. It 
was abuse/neglect. 

THE COURT: All right. Then Mr. Steele's objection 
will be sustained. 

BY MR. MISKEL.L: 

Q. Ma'am, when there's a prior court order giving 
an alleged perpetrator custody and giving another parent 
visitation, is there times when the Department is asked to 

conduct -- or during the course of the initial investigation 

where they will place supervision related to and alter the 
custodial orders of the court on a temporary basis? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I am going to object as to 

relevance. It's not the fact situation we have in front of 
us today. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, your response? 

MR. MISKELL: I will ask one foundation question. 

THE COURT: I'll allow the one foundation question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. You met with Julie Eickmeier, and then you took 
the child under protective custody and gave the child to 
Kevin Kramer. And that that placement is a placement under 
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your statute that can occur for 48 hours; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So the Department made a determination to 

supersede a pending court order regarding the physical 
custody of and placement of the child; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you have specific criteria that you must 
follow before you can make that judgment; correct? 

A. Yes. 

THE COURT: Now the objection is overruled. Go 

ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, before you do that, you are supposed to 
interview both parties that were the subject of the 
parenting, the mom and the dad; correct? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I don't think that is part 
of the protective custody order or statute. 

THE COURT: Well, you're saying -- you’re making the 
statement and you're saying correct; and I don't know where 
you re getting the statement from. So, I'm going to take 
the objection as leading and sustain it. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, it's cross-examination, Judge -- 

THE COURT: Oh, that's true. 

MR. MISKELL: As far as leading. And she said that 
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there's certain procedures she has to follow, and I am 
asking her about the procedures. 

THE COURT: Then ask her about the procedures. Go 

ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Uh-huh. So when you get a hot line call such 
as this, you are supposed to interview both parties, the 
perpetrator and the person that you are going to be placing 
the child with; correct? 

A. Not when it comes to protective custody. Our 
first and foremost priority is the safety of the child. We 
have thirty to sixty days to complete investigations, and 
then we have time to interview the involved parties. 

Q- I m talking about the forty-eight hour period. 

A. No. We are not required to interview the 

alleged perpetrators at that time. 

Q. Okay. So then you can just totally base your 
decision on whatever the hot line call was? 

A. No. 

Q. All right. What do you have to base your 

opinion that you're going to step in and take a child from a 
parent? 

A. We had prior hospital reports, prior D.C.F.S. 
record, prior reports to the hot line, taking all that into 
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s even go 


Q. Let's do that. Well, first off, let' 
back even farther before we get into this. 

One of the considerations when you are dealing 
with, and I'm going to call them repeat customers. People 
who are at D.C.F.S.'s doorstep many times. Do -- as an 
investigator, do you find it relevant how many times one 

parent is making the allegations versus the other parent 
making allegations? 

A. I don’t understand your question. 

0- Urn, you have had situations in the past, I'm 
assuming, where you have had repeat customers where dad uses 
D.C.F.S. as a sword instead of a shield? 

A. We have had that before, yes. 

Q. And you have had situations where mothers have 

used D.C.F.S. as a sword rather than a shield? 

A. Yes, correct. 

Q- And when you take and review those reports 
going backwards, that's one of the things you consider with 
regards to the status between mom and dad; correct? 

A. Correct. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to 
relevance. Why doesn't he ask her what she did consider 
rather than take this long-about route? 

THE COURT: I don't know, but I'm going to let him. 
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So, overruled. 


BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Since the paternity case started in 2013, how 
many times was Julia a subject of a D.C.F.S. investigation, 
i f you know? 

I don't know. I know what I did on my report. 
I reviewed the prior reports. But, again, they are very 
lengthy. And you would have to ask me specifically -- 

Q. Okay. 

A. -- something on a prior report, then I can let 
you know if I recall that certain report. 

Q. But your report is specific on how many times 
Kevin has been the subject of a report; correct? 

A. He was unfounded on all our reports. 

Q. Four times? 

A. Yes, uh-huh. 

Q. Okay. Now are you aware -- 

Well, if you reviewed all the reports then you 
must be aware that in January 20th of 2013, my client was 

the subject of a D.C.F.S. allegation. Are you aware of 
that? 

A. I reviewed all the prior -- our standard 

procedure is we pull up the prior reports on our computer 
and review them. We don't print them all out and review 
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then, in entire detail. We do a review on our computer of 
the prior investigations. 

Q. And sometimes the prior investigations when 

they are not founded, they are destroyed? 

A. No, they are not. Well, urn, a first time 
reporter into D.C.F.S., if it's an unfound report the very 
first time somebody gets reported -- 

Q- Uh-huh. 

A. It doesn’t show up in our computer. They have 

to be indicated, and then the unfounds show up. And then 
based upon the nature of the allegation, and if it’s 
indicated and found -- or if it's indicated that there's a 
different thing of how long it stays on the D.C.F.S. system 
that we can go back to review. 

Q. Okay. And are you aware that on December 6, 
2013, that Julia Eickmeier was unfounded for allegations of 

substantial risk of physical injury/environment injurious to 
health and welfare by neglect? 

A. If that was on our system, I reviewed it. Yes. 

Q- That's 2. I'm going to show you what I have 

marked as Mother's Exhibit Number 5. Can you tell me what 
that is? 

A. Yes. Misty Lambert is another Child Protection 
Investigator. We have to at least try two attempts of phone 
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calls to let alleged perpetrators know the final finding and 
then sent out a letter. And then they also receive a letter 
from our Springfield office. 

Q. Okay. So this letter dated December 6, 2013 

references -- that's the R 2096499 A. So that would be like 
the case number? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And then it says that the allegation was 

against Miss Eickmeier; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And it was unfounded? 

A. Correct. 

Q- Is that a fair and accurate copy of the type of 
letters that are sent by your Department? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to move to admit Mother's 
Exhibit Number 5. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: I object to relevance, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, you want to address the 
obj ection? 

MR. MISKELL: She said that one of the things that 
she s supposed to weigh in determining whether or not she 
needs to take protective custody is, in short, the dynamic 
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of the relationship between mom and dad. And we talked 
about them being repeat customers. 

So, I wanted to go over the history of how many 
reports have been made against Julia and how many reports 
have been made against dad, so that the Court has an 
understanding that this is an ongoing thing. 

MR. STEELE: She testified that she reviewed prior 
investigations. We are not keeping a tally here of who made 
certain allegations against the other. It's not relevant to 
her determination. 

MR. MISKELL: She just said that it was. 

MR. STEELE: It's not proper cross-examination. 

THE COURT: I'm going to allow it. It will go to the 
weight of it. 

MR. MISKELL: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Which may be nothing. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

^ m 9°"i n 9 show you what I have marked as 
Mother s Exhibit Number 6. Can you tell me generally what 
that is? 

A. This is a case note by Jennifer Lewis, who was 
another investigator. 

Q. And who was under investigation at that time? 

A. Julia Eickmeier. 
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MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, your Honor. It's a 
case note by another caseworker from 2013. I can't see any 
relevance to this witness's testimony. 

MR. MISKELL: She testified that she reviewed all of 
the prior reports in making recommendations. 

MR. STEELE: She said she didn't pull up and the 
record may not even be in the system any longer. Something 
that was done back in 2013 by a different caseworker is not 
within this witness's purview and it's not relevant. 

MR. MISKELL: It's not being offered for the truth of 
the matter. 

The note is being offered to show that on that 
date a claim is pending against her and an I.D. number that 

she said she looked at the computer and marked down the 
cases. 

THE COURT: Overruled. Go ahead. 

Q- And the I.D. number for that case was what? 

A. 2106929-A. 

Q. So, different than the one we just talked 
about; correct? That was closed in 2013. 

A. Okay. Then, yes, it would have been different. 

MR. MISKELL: I move to admit Mother's Exhibit 
Number 6. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 
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MR. STEELE: Objection to relevance. 

THE COURT: Admitted over objection. 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, can I make a copy of this, 

please? 

THE COURT: Well, is that a large document? 

MR. MISKELL: No. 

MR. STEELE: As the Court will recall, I was 
instructed to give Mr. Miskell copies of all the exhibits I 

was going to be using with my witnesses and I ask the same 
courtesy from him. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, how many more exhibits are 
you going to be marking? 

MR. MISKELL: And I'll be honest with you, Judge, I 
got these from counsel. So, I mean, he has the records and 
he just doesn't want to flip to the sheet. 

MR. STEELE: I've got two boxes of records. I didn't 
bring them today. 

MR. MISKELL: That's my point. I mean, he gave them 

to me. 

THE COURT: But my point is this. I am trying to 
efficiently move this case toward conclusion. 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

THE COURT: And not bringing a copy for opposing 
counsel is not helping. 
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Gather all your documents that are going to 
need to be marked as exhibits. Get copies made of them, and 
let me know when we are ready to proceed. We'll take a 
recess. 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. 

(Whereupon a recess was had.) 

THE COURT: We're going back on the record in 
2015-F-153. Mr. Miskell, go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. I think we were discussing Mother's Exhibit 

Number 7. 

THE COURT: Yes. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Can you tell me what that is? 

A. This is the investigation summary, a narrative 

of one of the reports. 

Q. And who is the subject of the investigation? 

A. Julie Eickmeier. 

Q. And what is the investigation I.D. number? 

A. 2242999-A. 

Q. And it's regarding a report made on or about 
May 6th of 2016; correct? 

A. Yes. This is not my report, though. 

Q. I gotcha. And it was closed on July 5, 2016; 
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correct? 


A. Yes. 

Q. Now I would think it would be important to 

review all of the reports within, say, the last six months; 
correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you did that? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So do you recall reviewing this report? 

A. Again, we go on the computer; we scroll down. 

We read the notes; read the allegation; read if it's 
indicated; read if it's unfounded and the rationale. 

We don't have time to go over every single note 
in every single investigation. We do like to put that in 
the investigation summary or, again, pick up the highlighted 
points of the rationale on the reasonings why it was 
indicated or an unfounded report. 

Q. And with regards to Mother's Exhibit Number 7, 

the finding on that was unfounded; correct? 


A. 

Yes. 



Q. 

And there were 

no services 

indicated 

A. 

Correct. 



Q. 

And that was as 

of July 5, 

2016? 

A. 

Correct. 
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Q. Is that a fair and accurate copy of reports 
that are kept by the Illinois Department of Children and 
Family Services that in your investigation either initially 
or all the way through your investigation you would rely on? 

A. We review them, yes, uh-huh. 

Q. Is that a fair and accurate copy of one of 
those reports? 

A. Yes, uh-huh. 

MR. MISKELL: I would like to move to admit Mother's 
Exhibit Number 7. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: No objection. 

THE COURT. 7 wi11 be admitted without objection. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. And then we had -- 

MR. STEELE: Which one is this? 

MR. MISKELL: The 34 pager, Number 8. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, ma'am, I'm going to show you what's been 
marked as Mother's Exhibit Number 8. Can you tell me what 
this is? 

A. This is a hand-out document that was printed 
out. Whoever did this investigation to whoever the intact 
worker was going to be, it looks like. 

23 

PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


Q. So this would be -- the hand-off report is like 
the investigator's founded report. Everything they found 
they generate a report and hand it off for services; 
correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And this one is 34 pages; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And it involves an investigation against who? 

A. Julia Eickmeier. 

Q. And, again, now this investigation, it's the 

same investigation that we just referred to that was closed 
on or about July 5th, 2016? 

A. Yes. 

Q. So Exhibit Number 7 is a summary; and Exhibit 
Number 8 is the actual investigation materials redacted? 

A. Yes, uh-huh. 

Q. Now, is this the type of document that you 
would rely on in your investigation with regards to -- or, 
strike that. 

Is this a document that you actually relied on 
when you investigated part of, investigated these claims? 

A. Again, we review every prior investigation that 
still shows up in our system. 

Q. And this would have been one of them? 
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A. It should have been. Without having -- I don't 
know what's on there. I don't know what was still on there 
when I started my investigation without having my computer 
in front of me. 

Q. Okay. 

A. I don’t know what's off the record and what is 
still on the record. 

Q. Is this a fair and accurate copy of the type of 
documents kept by Illinois Department of Children and Family 
Services for investigation handoff? 

A. Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to move to admit Exhibit 
Number 8. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

MR. STEELE: No objection. 

THE COURT: All right. It will be admitted without 
objection. Go ahead, Mr. Miskell. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Okay. And I'm going to show you what's been 
marked as Mother’s Exhibit Number 3. Can you please tell me 
what this is? 

A. This is my investigation of Julia Eickmeier. 

Q. And this is regarding the allegation of 
10-3-16; correct? 
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A. 


Yes. 


Q. And on the first page of that it shows a final 
finding due date was 12-2-16; correct? 

A. Um, that was -- we get thirty days. 

Q. Yeah. 

A. But the thirty, the finding date was 11-22-16. 

Q. All right. And that was when you closed this 

file out; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. I would like you to review that just real 
quickly and tell me if that's a fair and accurate copy of 
your investigation hand off, but for the redacted portions? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. And you actually have a copy of that 
right in front of you; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now you stated that you received medical 

records from Edwards Hospital prior to taking custody of the 
child; is that correct? 

A- I don t know if it was prior or sometime during 
my investigation. I don't know the exact date -- 

Q. Okay. 

A. -- when we received the records. 

Q. Okay. What exact information did you have at 
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the time that you decided you were taking protective custody 
of this child? 

A. I had the prior knowledge of my supervisor 
telling me about the video that Julia had brought in. And, 
again, specifically without looking at everybody else's 
investigation at our office, whatever medical records they 
had, I would have reviewed them. And I don't know the exact 
date we got the psychiatric eval or Dr. Petrak's letter. 

Q. Well, you couldn't have possibly have had those 
at the time that the call was brought in and the time, the 
next day when you went to take the child. 

A. There were some medical records already at our 
office from prior investigators. 

Q. I was talking about this event. 

A - No - 1 don't know if we would have had all of 
them, but we have thirty to sixty days to complete 
investigations to gather all of that information. 

Q. Okay. So you made your initial determination 
based on some things that you reviewed and what other people 
had told you? 

A. Within the Department and my supervisor staffed 
the case with our Area Administrator Jim Marmion; and he's 

the one that directed my supervisor to direct me to take 
protective custody. 
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Q. Now you keeping track -- anybody else that you 
talked to that you are aware of prior to taking the child 
into custody? 


A. 


Just -- that's my knowledge 


of people within 


our office. 


Q. That's it? 

A. Yes, it's protective custody. We would have 

not even had the health works exam yet. 

Q. Now, what date did you take protective custody? 
A. Do you have a certain page that it says on? 
Because I'm on 


Q. No. 

A. The report came in on 10-3 after 5:00. So, it 
would not have got assigned to me until 10-4. I don't know 
if we located Julia on that exact date. 

Q. What is the significance of a PC date/time? 

A. That just says when we took protective custody, 

the date and time. 

Q. Okay. So if the report says October 4, 2016, 
at 3:30 p.m.? 

A. That's when we would have taken protective 

custody, yes. 

Q. And you got the -- you received the report at 
what time? 
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A. It didn't come into our hot line until 

5:03 p.m. So, I would have gotten it sometime 10-4 in the 
a.m., in the morning. 

Q. Do you recall having a conversation with Bob 
Steele on or about October 4, 2016? 

A. Bob and I have had several conversations. I 
would have to look on the exact dates. But if that's what 
the records says, it would have been 10-4, yes. 

Q. I'm not necessarily saying that. What I'm 
saying is do you recall having a conversation with Mr. 
Steele prior to taking protective custody of the child? 

A. I don't recall having a conversation with Bob 
prior to taking protective custody, no. 

Q. On the contact information sheets in the 
investigation summaries, those aren't time stamped; right? 
They are just dated; correct? 

A. Repeat the question. 

Q. In an investigation summary -- 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. Where you have contact information, who you 
contacted, contacted by phone or in person or voice mail, 

who you met with and contact date, you don't mark down the 
time, do you? 

A. I don't know if that shows the investigative 
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summary or not. Our actual case notes would show the date 
and time that we spoke to. 

Q. Do you have your case notes? 

A. Yes, I do. 

MR. STEELE: Counsel, which one is this? 

MR. MISKELL: I don't know what she's going to give 
me. 

THE WITNESS: Are you asking me to look for a 
specific case note? 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Case notes for 10-4 as to contacts by -- 

A. Do you know what page they were on? 

THE COURT: Let's go off the record for a second. Go 
ahead and take your time. 

(Whereupon a discussion was held 
off the record.) 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. Ma'am, you have had an opportunity to review 

your investigation transmission hand-off document; is that 
correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And with regards to the conversation on 
October 4, 2016 that you had with Bob Steele, what time did 
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that occur? 


MR. STEELE: What page, Counsel? 

THE WITNESS: 43. 12:55 p.m. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. So, three hours before you took protective 

custody? 

A. Yes. 

Q. What did you say to Bob and what did Bob say to 

you? 

A. I had prior information that there was a civil 
court custody going on. I do believe my supervisor spoke to 
the juvenile State’s Attorneys Office. I'm not sure if it 
was Vicki Denny, who also said she did not want to be taking 
protective custody if there was a viable parent. 

So Bob and I had that discussion about getting 
a emergency order of protection filed with Kevin giving, 
Madeline given to Kevin. 

Q. That was a conversation you had with Bob 

Steele? 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. Did he call you or did you call him? 

A. I don't know by my note. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know by my note. 
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BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. What information did Robert Steele offer you 
with regards to this case? 

A. He told me that Julia was scheduled to have a 
psychiatric evaluation with Dr. Jane Velez in Peoria for 
10-14. He could possibly petition the Court on 10-6 for a 
change of custody or OP. I explained -- I meant to put Bob; 
I put John. But juvenile court is frowning on D.C.F.S. 
taking protective custody of the child if there is another 
viable parent who could take care of the child. The 
juvenile court does not want to get involved due to pending 
civil court that has been ongoing. 

I told Bob that D.C.F.S. would take protective 
custody but that could possibly lapse if Kevin could be 
granted a custody order or an OP in the civil court. 

Q. Now, were you made aware at that time that 
Kevin Kramer was also ordered to undergo a psychiatric 
evaluation? 

A. No, I did not have that information. 

Q. And knowing that there was a court order for a 
psychological evaluation, you also at that time talked to 

Kevin Kramer twice and that conversation with Bob Steele; 
correct? 

A. I know I talked to Kevin once. 
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Q. 


On 10-4, October 4th. 

Let's see. There's one conversation with 


A. 

Kevin. 

Q. Um, you have the -- on Page 15 and 16 of that 
investigation summary, if you have Kevin Kramer's name twice 
in a row on 10-4-16, does that indicate that you had two 
conversations with him? 

A - Yes - 1 found both my notes. I did have two 
conversations with him. 

Q. So you had two conversations with Mr. Kramer 
and you had a conversation with Mr. Steele. You had -- and 
at no time did they inform you that Mr. Kramer was also 
supposed to have a psychological evaluation? 

A. Correct. I was not informed that. 

Q. If you were to -- would that be relevant as to 

placing the child with the father, knowing the circumstances 
as to why there was a psychological evaluation done with the 
person you placed the child with? 

A. No. That would not have been relevant. We 
don't take protective custody based on that. We had no 
knowledge of it. 

Q. Because you placed with a viable parent? 

A. Correct. 

Q. What's the definition of a viable parent? 

33 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


A- We have no indicated reports on him. We had no 
other history of him taking the child to the hospital, rape 
kits, all etcetera. 

Q. You didn't have any foundings, findings, or 

indications on Julia Eickmeier either; did you? 

A- No. But we had other information of the 
pattern and the history of what she had been doing. 

Q. Some of which you got from Nr. Steele, his 
attorney? 

A. Specifically what are you asking? I don't know 
what you mean. Some of what? 

Q. Sorry. Withdrawn. 

Now on 10-4-2016 at 12:35 you contacted -- 

MR. STEELE: Counsel, what page, please? 

MR. MISKELL: Wrong question, anyway. So I’m going 
to withdraw it. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now you called and specifically spoke with the 
nurses and the doctors at Edwards Hospital; correct? 

A. I spoke with Dr. Rangala. I spoke with Juanet 
in medical records on 10-4. 

Q. Now you had testified that one of the reasons 
for taking protective custody was this diagnosis of 
Munchausen by Proxy Syndrome; correct? 
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A. 


That was the pending allegation that was called 


in, correct. 

Q. Now on October 4, 2016 at 11:08 a.m., Page 40 
of your report -- 

A. Yes. 

Q. Dr. Rangala told you -- 

THE COURT: Would you spell that name for me, please? 

MR. MISKELL: R-a-n-g-a-1-a. 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. That nobody has made a diagnosis of Munchausen 

by Proxy Syndrome, and that more time would be needed to do 
a thorough review. Correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And -- 

MR. STEELE: Has this been introduced as evidence 
yet, Eric? 

MR. MISKELL: Yeah. 

MR. STEELE: I don't think it's been offered. 

THE COURT: No, it hasn't. 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, have I not offered Mother's 
Exhibit 3? 

THE COURT: No. Hold on a second. 

No. 
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MR. MISKELL: Then I will move to admit Mother's 
Exhibit 3. 

MR. STEELE: No objection. 

THE COURT: All right, 3 is admitted without 
objection. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. The treating doctor on that date was Dr. Martin 
Schutte; correct? 

A. Correct. 

THE COURT: Could you spell that name, please. 

MR. MISKELL: S-c-h-u-t-t-e. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Do you have a diagnosis from Dr. Martin Schutte 
that my client suffers from Munchausen by Proxy Syndrome? 

A. Nope. 

Q. No? 

A. No. 

Q. Do you have a diagnosis from anyone at Edwards 
Hospital for that? 

A. Nope. 

Q. And you were told that prior to taking the 

child from my client. 

A. Part of the initial narrative of our report 

said in it -- let's see. Reporter states that there is 
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concern of Munchausen by Proxy and it is listed in medical 
notes. 

Q. Okay. And that was the initial report. You 
investigated by contacting the hospital that is the basis of 
it, and they told you that never happened? 

A. They said they would need to review it further 
before they could make that diagnosis. 

Q. And since then at Edwards Hospital has anybody 
diagnosed her with that? 

A. Not at Edwards Hospital, no. 

Q. All right. So you got a phone call from we 

already know the officer who testified because he said he's 
the one who called. He's the reporter. You called the 
medical providers -- 

A. That's not necessarily true. 

Q. I think officer -- it doesn't matter. DeGroot, 
Officer DeGroot. 

Actually, no. It's -- 

MR. MISKELL: Judge, may I see Petitioner's Exhibit 
Number 9? 

THE COURT: Mother's? Father's? 

MR. MISKELL: Father's Exhibit Number 9. 

Thank you. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 
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Q- I m going to show you what was previously 
admitted into evidence as Father's Exhibit Number 9. Can 
you please review that for me? 

You don't need to testify about it. I just 
want you to review it. 

A. Okay. Yes, I have seen this before. 

Q. And Officer John Atkins was the reporter for 

the 10-3-16 allegations; correct? 

A. No. He may have called in on a related 
information report to the initial investigator. He was not 
the initial reporter on my investigation. 

Q. You do have a phone call from him, though, at 
the morning of October 3rd as a person who called in 
additional information or a person who called in a report? 

A. I don't know when the related information 
report was called in. I can look and see if I have it in my 
record. 

Here, I'm sorry. On 10-3 -- 

MR. STEELE: What page is that? 

THE WITNESS: On Page 4 of 62, a related information 
report was taken from my initial report with no added 
allegations. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Same information, basically? 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Now when you take a child into protective 

custody, you're required under the statute to do one of two 
things. To file a hearing with the juvenile court within 
48 hours; or return the child to, in this situation, the 
mother. Correct? 

A. File with the juvenile court; or in this case 
they had the civil court going on. And he was granted the 
Order Of Protection. 

Q- Right, which is something you coordinated with 

Mr. Steele so you wouldn't have to do a protective hearing? 

A. Right. One way or the other we were going to 
either take protective custody, or if the Order of 
Protection was not granted. 

Q. Because one way or another you were going to 
take this child from the mom? 

A. Pending further investigation, correct. 

Q. Okay. Now can you assure me, ma'am, as you sit 
there today based on everything you knew up through 3:30 
p.m. on October 4, 2016, that Kevin Kramer never was 
sexually inappropriate with the child? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I'm going to object to the 
nature of that question. It's speculative. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 
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BY MR. MISKELL: 


Q. You do understand through your training that 
well over 90 percent of all sex abuse cases leave no 
evidence; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And the unfounded allegations in the past were 

for lack of evidence? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I am going to object to 
relevance again. Again, we are getting off into theoretical 
discussions. It's not relevant to this issue. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, your response? 

MR. MISKELL. It s -- you know what, Judge, I'm just 
going to move on. I'll withdraw the question. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now it was my understanding that -- or is it 
your understanding that Kevin, when he has his daughter, has 
his daughter at his parents' house; correct? 

A- I do believe it was between his own place and 
his parents' house, correct. 

Q. Because he has an apartment? 

A. During my investigation I do believe an 
apartment was getting remodeled. 

Q. At any time did you physically set foot in 
Kevin Kramer's apartment? 
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A. 


No, I did not. He was residing with his 
parents and that's where Madeline was going to be staying. 

Q. Based on what he told you? 

A. And his parents. 

Q. At any time in any of the prior reports did you 
note whether or not anybody actually investigated Kevin's 
apartment? 

A. I don't know what the prior investigations or 
investigators did on theirs. If they seen Kevin's apartment 
or not, I don't know. 

Q. Now with sexual allegations aside, if your 
child is brought in a general area complaining of pain and 
having a yellowish and greenish discharge, would you seek 
medical attention? 

MR. STEELE: Objection, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Is it inappropriate or is it medical neglect to 
bring a child to a doctor who has the symptoms of a red 

vaginal area and a yellowish and greenish discharge from the 
vagina? 

MR. STEELE. Objection, your Honor. Relevance. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

MR. STEELE: It's also outside her area of expertise. 
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She's not a medical doctor. 

MR. MISKELL: She's the one that made the decision 
that the mom is being medically abusive to this child by 
taking her there for unneeded procedures. 

THE COURT: Overruled. 

THE WITNESS: Dr. Petrak is the one that made that 
statement that it's Munchausen by Proxy. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. But that wasn't until October 28th. 

A. We have thirty to sixty days to complete an 
investigation. 

Q. I understand that. But you took this child 
away on October 4th. 

A. Correct, pending further investigation. 

Q. And you have not read the doctor's deposition? 

A. At that point, no. 

Q. All right. And this case is closed within the 
Department; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Now when you reviewed the Princeton medical 

records, what about the Princeton Emergency Room care did 
you feel did not warrant medical attention? 

A. I would have to see specifically what the 

Princeton report said. I reviewed several reports. 

42 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


Q. 

Okay. You have no independent recollection? 

A. 

Like I said, I reviewed several reports of 


several different cases and several records of several 
different cases. So, I don't want to testify until I see 
specifically that specific record. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. Judge, may I see Petitioner's 
Exhibits 1-A through 1-F, please. Father's Exhibits 1-A 
through 1-F. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 


Q. 

If a child had a UTI, urinary tract 

infection 


A. 

Uh-huh. 

Q. 

Would it be medical neglect to take a child for 


treatment? 

MR. STEELE: Objection, your Honor. Relevance. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now you are aware -- strike that. I think I 
asked you this the other day, or last time I had you up 

there, but I want to make sure. On what four dates were 
rape kits taken? 


A. 

I don't know the exact dates. 

Q. 

Are you aware whether it was four, or less than 

four? 
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A. I was told by, I believe, Dr. Petrak that it 
was four of all the reviews she did of all the records. 

Q. Uh-huh. And would it change your opinion in 
this case if you had found out that there were only two? 

A. No, because I have Dr. Petrak's entire 
evaluation. 

Q. I understand that. But what if it’s in error? 
That’s what I'm asking you. 

MR. STEELE: Again, objection, your Honor. 

1HE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now what if, as the medical records reflect, 
the mother declined the rape kit; but that the staff put a 
lot of pressure on her to have it done? 

MR. STEELE. Objection again, your Honor. It assumes 
facts not in evidence. 

MR. MISKELL: It's in evidence, Judge. It's a Wilson 
hypothetical, Wilson vs. the Industrial Commission. 

MR. STEELE: This woman is not an expert. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Would it change your opinion for the need to 
take emergency protective custody if you knew that there 
were only two rape kits, one of which the mother was adamant 
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about not having? 


A. 

decisi on. 

No, that would not change my opinion or my 

Q. 

Now you testified in this case at the actual 

initial petition on this case; correct? 

A. 

The initial emergency order? 

Q. 

Yes. 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

At the request of Mr. Steele, I'm assuming? 

A. 

Yes. 

Q. 

You weren't here by subpoena; is that correct? 

A. 

I don't know if he sent a subpoena. I'm 

assuming he 

probably did. He normally does. I've gotten 


several. 


Q. Now you testified that on October 5, 2016, that 
the plan at the time was to place with the father of the 
child, Kevin Kramer, which was recommended by my supervisor 
and our Area Administrator Jim Marmion; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. To your knowledge did your supervisor and/or 

Jim Marmion ever interview or meet with Kevin Kramer? 

A. I'm not -- I can't testify to if they ever 

spoke to Kevin Kramer in one of the prior investigations. I 
don't know. 
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Q. Who is the supervisor? You said "my 
supervisor". 


A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

say to you 
A. 


Denise Flores is my direct supervisor. 

Denise what? 

FI ores. 

FI ores? 

Uh-huh. 

And when you talked to Jim Marmion, what did he 
and what did you say to him? 

Is that in one of my notes or in my supervisory 


note? 


Q. It's in your testimony that you had talked to 
your Administrator, Jim Marmion. 

MR. STEELE. Again, I am going to object. We are 
getting real far afield as far as relevance. 

THE COURT: What is the relevance of that, 

Mr. Miskell? 


MR. MISKELL: The relevance is the source of where 
she s getting the information to not only take the child 
into custody and place the child with dad, to then come into 
court the next day and testify in court. 

THE COURT: I'm sorry. Say that again. 

MR. MISKELL: The relevance is that we are discussing 
what she or her supervisor or Jim Marmion knew about Kevin 
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Kramer because she testified that it's okay to place a child 
with a viable parent. And that is what I am going into. 

So what my question is is what information 
based on what she testified to in October of 2016 did she 
get from Jim Marmiori that led her to the belief that Kevin 
Kramer was a viable parent. 

THE COURT: How is that relevant to what the question 
is for the Court to decide? 

MR. MISKELL: Because the pattern of D.C.F.S. in this 
case, Judge, is to really not fully investigate these claims 
for a number of reasons which we have been alluding to all 
along, which is the Kramer family has a unique relationship 
with the Peru Police Department and other evidence that we 
have been talking about. 

THE COURT: But you are asking her questions about 
the first forty-eight hours. 

MR. MISKELL: And her decision to come and decide 
that it was required to take the child from my client. 

THE COURT: Before they investigated. 

MR. MISKELL: Even though she had certain information 
that the initial report was not accurate. 

THE COURT: I'm going to sustain the objection. I 
don t understand where you're going. 

MR. MISKELL: All right. 
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BY MR. MISKELL: 


Q. Now following, following the taking the child 
into custody, you did your investigation? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Now I'm assuming that the child was not, urn, 
um, subjected to a consultation with Dr. Petrak or Dr. 

Velez, correct, to your knowledge? They never saw her? 

A. Dr. Petrak had seen the child. 

Q. With regard to the 10-3-16 incident. 

A- No. They did not want to see her again because 

no new incident was reported is what D.C.F.S. was told -- 
reported by the child. No new disclosures -- I guess I 
should rephrase, no new disclosures were made. 

Q. Now you testified on, in October of 2016, that 
Julia had taken Madeline to ten different hospitals. What 
hospitals are they? 

A. It was whatever I gathered from what Dr. Petrak 
gathered in all of her information. 

Q. Okay. 

A- I relied heavily on the medical profession. 

Q. You couldn't have had that on that day because 
the report wasn't generated. What I'm saying is on that day 
where did you get that information that there were ten 
different hospitals? 
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A. It had to be somewhere in the file. I would 
just not pull that number out of my hat. 

Q. And then you testified that the child has never 
made any prior outcries or disclosures of any type of abuse 
by father to you, authority, or anybody else? 

A. Medical professionals, correct. 

Q. Now mandated reporters, I'm assuming? 

A. To my knowledge she never made any outcries to 
anybody. 

Q. What about like day care providers? Would they 
be relevant people? 

A. Day care providers are mandated reporters. 

Q. Nurses, doctors, police, teachers, teachers 
aids, those type of things? 

A. Correct. All of the above, uh-huh. 

Q- Urn, following the October 4th conversations 

that you had and after you have taken the child into 

protective custody, you did an investigation? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And part of that involved reviewing the 
records? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And you did find out that -- or did you find 
out that a prior day care provider had made a statement that 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 


the father was sexually -- or that the child outcried that 
the father was being inappropriate? You're aware of that? 

A. No, I was not aware of that. 

You're not aware of that? 

Of a day care provider? 

Uh-huh. 

Is that in one of our prior investigations? 

You said you reviewed the reports. 

Again, we review the rationale of why the 
report was indicated or unfound. We don't have time to go 
through each and every note on every prior report 

Q. Well, I'm not talking about the simple we gotta 
make a decision; do something on 10-4. I'm talking about 
from 10-4 for the sixty day period. You just read computer 
summaries and you move on? Is that what you're telling us? 

A. No. We thoroughly investigate. 

Q. Okay. And in your investigation did you review 
a report from the day care provider regarding an alleged 
outcry from the child? 

A. No, I did not. 

MR. STEELE: Object to foundation, your Honor, unless 
he has a report of this type he can present to the witness. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. MISKELL: I would like to have my exhibit 
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number -- well, can I have the exhibits from today? 

MR. STEELE: What exhibit, Counsel? 

MR. MISKELL: 8. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now Exhibit Number 8, which we talked about 
earlier, you reviewed that incident; correct? 

A. Again, we go on the computer and we basically 
look at the rationale for why a report was indicated or 
unfounded, because that gives us the facts of the basis of 
an indicated or unfound report. 

Q. But if the indication and the summary of the 
incident in Exhibit 8 states in error that there are no 
corroborating witnesses of the child's outcry, wouldn't that 
be relevant? 

A. I don't understand. 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, your Honor, a 
speculative question. If he’s got something in the record 
he wants to show the client or the witness, why doesn't he 
do so? 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to. 

THE COURT. I will sustain the objection on the basis 
I believe it assumes facts not in evidence. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, Mother's Exhibit Number 8 is in 
evidence; and the documents speak for itself as to what it 
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al1eges. 

THE COURT: Okay. But you are asking her to assume 
that something not in the document occurred; correct? 

MR. MISKELL: I don't want to lose sight of where I'm 
going. I'll withdraw the question. It doesn't matter. 

1 HE COURT: Okay. Go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- And do you know Dawn Mateika? 

A. I do. 

Q. And what is she to you? 

A. She s a Child Protection Investigator with the 
Department of Children and Family Services. 

Q. Now on your contact list you have listed a 
contact with a Gordon Pearson twice. 

A. Correct. 

Q. Did you ever interview Gordon Pearson with 

regards to anything he had seen which may have been 
inappropriate with regards to the child? 

A. Do you have a page number of my interview with 

Gordon? 

Q. No. 

A. That would have been early on in the 

investigation, probably the same. 

Q. 10-4. It was on October 4th. And I am not 
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necessarily concerned about October 4th. What I am asking 
about is after that when you did your actual investigation, 

did you revisit Gordon Pearson and talk to him about what he 
knew? 

A. No. Law enforcement did that. 

Q. Law enforcement give you a copy of all their 
reports? 

A. I would have to look back in the file. I know 

we have some reports in there. I don't know if we have all 

the reports. 

Q- So, you don't know? 

A. I know I would have John Atkins' report. It 
was on my related info. 

Q• I'm sorry. 

A. I would have John Atkins' report in the hard 
copy in the file because he was the related information 
reporter. 

Q. Okay. Now do you recall reading a statement or 
incident regarding the father and the child and a snake? 

A. No, I didn't recall reading that. 

Q. Okay. You -- do you recall reviewing any 

statements, written statements and/or notes regarding a 
Beverly Schneider? 

A. Repeat the question, please. 
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Q. Do you recall reviewing any notes or affidavits 
that were given by Beverly Schneider? 

A. No, I do not. 

Q. If you would have, would that have appeared in 
your report in your investigation? 

A. If I spoke to Beverly Schneider? 

Q. If you spoke to them. 

A. I would have case-noted it. 

Q. And if you reviewed any of the prior statements 
that were relevant, you would have noted that? 

MR. STEELE: Objection, your Honor. It’s such a 
vague question. 

THE COURT: Yeah. I don't really understand the 
question, Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: I'll lay some foundation. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. When you do your investigation hand offs and 
you do your investigation, you have been trained to document 
all of the relevant information; isn't that correct? 

A- I did not do a hand off on this investigation. 
That was not my investigation. 

^ talking about the 10-3-16 investigation. 
That's your investigation? 

A. That's my investigation. 
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Q. And in preparing your 10-3-16 hand-off 
document, you have been trained to document all relevant 
information; correct? 

A. Pertinent to my investigation. 

Q. Correct. And prior outcries to a, by a child 

of inappropriate conduct would have been relevant; would it 
have not? 

MR. STEELE. Your Honor, I'm going to object again. 

THE COURT: What's your objection? 

MR. STEELE: Well, it’s just too vague. If he has 
incidences he can present to the Court, they have already 
been investigated by other investigators. 

THE COURT: Sustained. If there is some date you 
want her to look at, tell her to look at it. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. You create a safety threat identification 

assessment; is that correct? 

A. Yes, yes. 

Q. When was the first time you did a safety 
assessment, safety threat identification in your 
i investigation? 

A. We have to do one within twenty-four hours of 
like meeting with the child and assessing the safety of the 
child. 
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Q. Somewhere between 10-4 and 10-5? 

A. Well, yeah, 10-4, 10-5, 10-6. It depends what 

was the day of the 10-4. If it falls on the weekend, it 
might not have got entered until that Monday. 

Q. On Page 15 of 62 and Mother's Exhibit Number 3, 
safety assessment, safety threat identification -- 

A. Yes. 

Q. -- within twenty-four hours after investigator 

first sees the child. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Who is that safety assessment identification, 

who was that done against? 

A. The alleged perpetrator, Julia Eickmeier. 

All right. And you had no indication that my 
client would flee with the child; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. You had no indication that my child had 

committed any sort of sexual abuse with regards to the 
child; correct? 

A. Are you doing each specific identification? 

Q. Number 4. 

A. Correct. Okay. 

Q- Based on your review you documented that there 

was no history of my client perpetrating child abuse, 
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neglect, on any person; correct? 

A. No, not correct. 

Q. Number 3. 

A. That one specifically, no. But on Number 14 we 
put yes, and we put the reason why. 

Q. Prior, not 10-3. I'm talking about prior 

hi story. 

A. What's your question? 

Q. There was no documented prior history of my 

client perpetrating any child abuse or neglect; correct? 

A. Correct. 

Q. On Number 2 you stated that my client was 

suspected of abuse or neglect; has made a plausible threat 
of harm to the child. You put no. 

A. Correct. 

Q. So on that date, your assessment is that my 
client was not a plausible threat of harm to the child. Is 
that what you said? 

A. Is this not -- 

Q. Number 2? 

A. Yes, Number 2 is answered no. But then, again, 

that s not the complete safety assessment that we assessed 
the reason why we took the child. 

Q. We'll get there. My client never told you that 
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she feels compelled to harm the child? 

A. No, she never told me that. 

Q- All right. You stated that my client can meet 
the child’s medical and mental health care needs. 

A. What number are you referring to? 

Q. Number 11. Isn't that correct? 

Well, it says a caregiver, paramour or member 
of the household refuses to or is unable to meet the child’s 
medical or mental health care needs and such lack of care 
may result in a moderate to severe harm to the child. 

Q. And you put no. 

A. I put no, uh-huh. 

Q. Which means the opposite is true; correct? 
That’s what that means. 

So you re stating there that the caregiver is 
not refusing or unable to meet the child's medical or mental 
health care needs; correct? 

MR. STEELE: I’m going to object to the relevance. 
That's not the issue here. The issue is was she a danger to 
the child, and there’s 14 factors here. And one of them is 
answered yes, and that’s the one we are dodging around. 

THE COURT: I know. 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going down the list but so far -- 

MR. STEELE: It's in evidence. 
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THE COURT: I'm overruling the objection. 

MR. STEELE: 9, the Court can read it. 

THE COURT: I know I can read it. I know. I'm 
overruling it. It's not irrelevant. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Now, let's skip ahead. Number 14. A caregiver 
whose observed or professionally diagnosed or documented 

mental/physical illness seriously impairs his or her 
abi1ity. 

On October 4, 2014 and on October 5, 2014 when 
this was filled out, you had no professional diagnosis; 
correct? 

A. We had what we reviewed from the hospital 
records that we had already received. 

Q. You did not have a professional diagnosis. We 
just discussed this. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, I’m going to object. This 
misstates the evidence. This report is still evolving in 
November after she had the evidence. 

He's confusing the initial protective safety 
determination with the ultimate determination. He's 
flipping back and forth between them and trying to conflict 
them. It's misleading and it misstates the evidence. 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, your response? 
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MR. MISKELL: She’s already testified that she 
contacted Edwards Hospital and that there has not been any 
diagnosis with regards to the Munchausen by Proxy. 

THE COURT: But wait a second. Isn't Mr. Steele's 
issue well taken? That is that you are flipping back and 
forth between the forty-eight hour period and the report at 
the conclusion of their investigation? 

MR. MISKELL: Well, I am because the -- 

THE COURT: But aren't there two different criteria 
or standards for those? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: So why are we flipping back and forth? 

MR. MISKELL: And the bias and the jump, or the rush 
to judgment, and the careless way that the investigation was 
taken up to this point is absolutely relevant as to how they 
treated my client in D.C.F.S. wo rid. 

THE COURT: Well, I'll be perfectly honest with you, 
Mr. Miskell, you're losing me in flipping back and forth 
like this. Because I'm not -- I'm tracking with you in 
terms of your criticism of their investigation because they 
have two different standards. One is with regard to the 
first forty-eight hours. 

MR. MISKELL: Uh-huh. 

THE COURT: And one is with regard to their overall 
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investigation. 

MR. MISKELL: Right. 

THE COURT: So I think that Mr. Steele's objection is 
well taken because you're confusing the issue in handling it 

the way you are. So I'm going to sustain his objection. 

Next question. 

MR. STEELE: Does the Court have a copy of the report 
that's been introduced into evidence? It might be easier if 
the Court had a copy. 

THE COURT: I think he took my copy away. Which 
exhibit are we on? 

MR. STEELE: This is Number 3, Mother's Exhibit 3. 

THE COURT: I don't think I have Mother's 3 yet. 

MR. STEELE: You've introduced it. And if the Court 
could have it. 

THE COURT: But it hasn't been handed up. 

MR. STEELE: It would be a lot easier for the Court 

to follow what we're talking about here. We all have copies 
except for the judge. 

THE COURT: Funny how that works. All right. Go 
ahead, Mr. Miskell. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q- Subsequent to the initial -- 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, may we have just a short 
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break? 


THE COURT. Yeah. We will take a short recess. 

(Whereupon a recess was had.) 

THE COURT: Let's go back on the record in 
2015-F-153. Mr. Miskell, go ahead. 

BY MR. MISKELL: 

Q. Ma'am, on Page 30 of your report -- 
A• Yes. I'm there. 

Q. You interviewed a nurse who did a -- no, strike 

that. 

You took the child after you picked her up to 
the hospital; correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And did the doctor note any concerns involving 
her physically at that point? 

A. Are you referring to Page 48? 

Q. Yeah, Page 48. 

A. Okay. No, he did not report anything in that 
health exam. 

Q. Did you contact any collateral persons with 
regards to your investigation? 

A. Urn, can you ask me specifically? Yeah, I would 
have had collateral contacts. 

Q. Did you have any collateral contacts from 
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person's names that were given to you by either Mr. Steele 
or Kevin? 

A. Urn, can you ask me more specific? 

Q. Did you receive any collateral persons that 

either Mr. Steele or Kevin Kramer suggested you should 
contact? 

A. I don't think Mr. Steele would have gave me a 
collateral contact. Kevin possibly would have. 

Q- Would that have been noted in your reports? 

A- If I spoke to a collateral, yes. 

Q. Did you contact any collateral persons with 

regards, or at the suggestion of Julia Eickmeier? 

A. Do you know of a specific case note? Because 
I’m not sure if Julia gave me one or not. Is there a 
certain page number? 

Q- I'm just asking you if you did. 

A. I don't recal1, no. 

Q. Now after you get done with your investigation 

and this is handed off -- 

A. Uh-huh. 

Q. What is your responsibility with it from that 

point forward, if any? 

A. What do you mean by handed off? 

Q - The hand-off document. 
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A. A hand-off document is when if we refer it to 
like an intact service. That's a hand-off document is 
printed generated from our computer documentation. 

Q- Well, there was a level of intervention and a 
referral for community based services? 


A. 

And that was for Julie for the counseling, 

uh-huh. 

Q. 

So when were you done with regards to this 

case? 

A. 

My final finding was 11-22-2016. 

Q. 

And at that point this report would have been 

where? 

A. 

To my supervisor. 

Q. 

And she would have been the one who recommended 

the referral 

for community-based services, or she would be 

in charge of 

setting that up? 

A. 

No. We already knew that Julia was referred 

through the court to follow up with counseling. That's all 

it means. 

Q. 

You were aware that the Court had ordered Julia 

to follow up 

with counseling? 

A. 

Dr. Jane Velez’s evaluation had certain 


recommendations that she follow up with counseling. I don't 
know the specifics without looking at her report. But I do 
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recall her recommending counseling for Julia. So, we 
already knew. 

Q- Well, that's an evaluation. 

A. Right. 

Q. But there's no actual court order that you're 
aware of; correct? 

A ' No ’ no - Excuse me. There's no court order. 

Q. And your knowledge of Dr. Petrak and her 
recommendations, she was actually not ordered by the court 
to do any evaluation in this case; isn't that correct? 

A. That Julia was not ordered? 

Q- Dr. Petrak. Doctor from the PRC. She was not 
court ordered to do the evaluation; isn't that correct? 

A. Who? I don’t understand your question. 

Q- You relied on two mental health professionals 

in your investigation; correct? 

A. Dr. Petrak's medical profession. 

Q- Dr. Petrak was not court ordered to do an 

evaluation and report in this case; correct? 

A. Correct. Not to my knowledge, anyway. 

Q- And you actually never sought or obtained, 
through the State's Attorneys Office or otherwise, 

permission for a psychiatric evaluation of Julia Eickmeier 
by Dr. Petrak; correct? 
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A. Repeat the question. I'm sorry. 

Q- Well, that was a good question. So can you 

read that back? 

(The record was read as 
requested.) 

A. Yeah, we didn’t request a psychiatric eval be 
done by Dr. Petrak. 

MR. MISKELL: That's all I have, Judge. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele. 

RE-DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY MR. STEELE: 

Q- Mr. Miskell had asked you about your 
conversation with Dr. Rengala, which you have on Page 40 of 
your report. And although Dr. Rengala may not have made a 
diagnosis of Munchausen by Proxy, what did he tell you about 
his impression of the matter? 

MR. MISKELL: No foundation. 

MR. STEELE: On or about October 4, 2016, 11:08 a.m. 

THE COURT: Does that satisfy your foundation issue, 
Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: I think the note that he's referring to 
is Dr. Rengala, or whatever, reviewing some other doctors 
notes, which would be a hearsay issue. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, how come it's not hearsay? 
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MR. STEELE: It goes into her investigation and the 
conclusions that she made. 

Of course she's going to be considering reports 
from different people as she forms her opinion. You can 
then go on to investigate those other reports. It's all 
part of her opinion. 

He wanted to make a point that Dr. Rengala did 
not find Munchausen; but Dr. Rengala did make certain 

comments that led her to investigate it. So I think it is 
relevant. 

THE COURT: I'm going to allow it in for the limited 
purpose since Mr. Miskell's cross-examination did raise 
issues with regard to whether the investigation was 
appropriate. Go ahead. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What did Dr. Rengala tell you at that time? 

A. He had said that -- I think it's a she, 
actual 1y. 

Q. Yes. 

That she had not diagnosed Munchausen by Proxy. 

But she had said that she was going to do a more thorough 
review. 

Then I had said to her in the narrative of the 
report that was reported by her hospital that they said 
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there is concern -- I quoted it, there is concern of 
Munchausen by Proxy and it is listed in medical notes. 

Q. Okay. And then you did further investigate 
regarding Munchausen by Proxy again October 4, 2016, at 
1:35 p.m. You had a conversation with someone at Edwards 
Hospital but it was redacted. But Page 43 of your report -• 

A. Yes, I'm there. 

Q. Okay. So you are following up on the 
Munchausen by Proxy. What did you find out at that time? 

A. Urn, I spoke to a nurse from Edwards Hospital. 
She said she did not make the diagnosis of Munchausen by 
Proxy. She said she's a RN. She could not diagnose this, 
but she said Dr. Schutte made verbal mention to the charge 
nurse stating that this appears -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. That’s all hearsay then. 

There's not ever going to be then a written 
document that's going to give any credence to that. And 
under the Rules of Evidence 803, if you are going to 

interject medical hearsay, you've got to be able to support 
that by a writing. 

MR. STEELE: It's not being given for the proof. 

It's being given to how she reached her conclusions that she 
reached and part of her investigation. I mean, this is part 
of the chain that we have to go through. And he wants to 
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make a lot of smoke about the fact that October 4th she 
didn't have enough information -- well, she did have 
information. 

It may have been hearsay, but as part of her 
preliminary investigation which she then followed up with a 
more thorough investigation. He's introduced all this. 

THE COURT: I tend to agree. 

MR. MISKELL: If it's not being introduced for the 

truth. 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. He's withdrawing his 
objection. Go ahead, ma’am. 

BY MR. STEELE: 

Q. What else was said? 

A. She told me Dr. Schutte had made verbal mention 
to the charge nurse stating that this appears to be 
Munchausen by Proxy. 

Q. Okay. What else happened at that time? 

A. Urn, I was told that Julia had called the 
hospital and spoke to a pediatric nurse. She advised that 
she was bringing Madeline to be examined. And then she got 
upset with the page units for not staying open until she got 
there. Urn, she was seen in the Emergency Department. 

Q. Okay. Did she suggest that D.C.F.S. should 
investigate this further? 
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Pardon me. 

What did she tell you further? What did she 


A. That the nurse I spoke to on the 4th? 

Q. Yes. 

A. What specifically are you looking at? 

Q. Was there anything further in that conversation 

that s of note as part of your investigation? 

A. Um, she had told me that their notes -- they 
have what are called "care notes". And this nurse said that 
these notes are more than FYI in what's called their epic 

system, and that's where it was made mention of Munchausen 
by Proxy. 

Q. You did follow up and talk to Dr. Schutte at a 
later date; did you not? 

A. I did. 

Q. On Page 55 of your report, October 13, 2016, at 

4:55. 

A. Yes. 

0. And what did he tell you at that time? 

A. Um, he told me that he was the treating ER 

doctor when Julia brought Madeline in this last time. He 
did not diagnose Munchausen by Proxy. 

He explained that they have a system where they 
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can red flag notes. He states that Munchausen has been 
previously noted in the chart. He states as an ER doctor, 
he would not get into the history of the family and he would 
not feel comfortable making this diagnosis. 

He said that it does sound like Munchausen, but 
as this would have to be diagnosed by a psychiatrist. He 
stated if Julia would have already been diagnosed with 

Munchausen, he would not have completed a rape kit on 
Made!ine. 

Q- What did he say further at that time? 

A. He does not give the results of the rape kit. 

That would have to be obtained through medical records. He 

said Dr. Schutte reported it sounds like Mom Julia needs to 
be the patient, not Madeline. 

Q. So the doctors are telling you that they are 
emergency room doctors; they are not capable of making a 
diagnosis like this. A psychiatrist needs to do that. Did 
you then seek a psychiatrist's opinion or another opinion? 


19 

A. 

Yes. 


20 

Q. 

And you went to who? 

21 

A. 

I have 

the report from Dr. 

22 

Q. 

And Dr, 

■ Petrak? 

23 

A. 

And Dr. 

Petrak, her medical 

24 

Q. 

And as 

you were making this 
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decision about protective custody, you think you discussed 
this also with your supervisor? 

A. Correct. 

Q. And she told you about a video that Julia had 
brought to the Department at one time? 

A. Her and another investigator, Kate Yearly, told 

me about a video that was brought to the Department and 
shown to the two of them. 

Q. And did that report also play a part in your 
decision to take protective custody? 

A. Yes, it did. 

Q. What was that video? 

A. I didn t see it directly. But from what I was 
told by the supervisor and Kate, in essence, not verbatim, 
it was Julia videotaping Madeline trying to get her to say 
that Kevin had touched her sexually inappropriately. 

They described it was very evasive. They 
described Madeline's behavior as seeming frightened during 

the course of this video that Julia was taking from her 
phone. 

Q. And when you take protective custody, your 
first concern is the safety of the child; is it not? 

A. First and foremost, yes. 

Q. And you felt at that time that Madeline was not 
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safe in the care and custody of Julia? 

A. Pending further investigation, yes. 

Q. And you went on to complete that investigation 
as detailed in your report? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. Miskell had asked you about a prior 
report back in December of 2013. Was that the report from 
OSF, or do you know? 

A. I don't know without looking at it. 

Q. You don't have that report with you today? 

A. No, I only have my report with me. 

Q. Last time you testified, nearly a month ago 

now, Mr. Miskell had asked you about your CAC interview with 
Madeline and about how you handled the issue of 
inappropriate touching. Are you trained in CAC interviews? 

A' Yes. I'm a trained Forensic Interviewer. 

Q. And how are you trained to handle the issue of 
inappropriate touching with a minor child? 

A. Urn, they train us on how to, you know, 
establish rapport. It varies with different ages. With 
younger children the attention span is a very short period 
normally. And then just ask, you know, certain questions. 
Identify body parts. Ask them if they know what body parts 
are okay to be touched; what's not okay to be touched. Ask 
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them if they have ever been touched where it's not okay to 
be touched. Kind of questions on that line of questioning. 

Q. And you did conduct that interview with 
Madeline on or about October 5th or 6th? 

A - 1 d1d - 1 don't know the exact date. But, yes, 
sometime through the course of this investigation. 

Q. You handled it according to the guidelines you 

were trained to handle it with? 

A. Yes. 

MR. STEELE: That's all the questions I have of this 
witness, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Wow. You can step down. Thank you. 

(Witness excused.) 

THE COURT: Our next hearing date is July -- 
MR. STEELE: July 5th at 9:30. 

THE COURT: Okay. All right. You don’t have another 
witness for today? 

MR. STEELE: No, your Honor. I had another witness 

lined up but they had an emergency and was not able to be 
here. 

THE COURT: All right. I'll see everybody back in 

July. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you for coming three times. 

74 


PAULA D. WILLIAMS, CSR, RPR 







Do I have all the exhibits back that were 
introduced today and taken from the Court today? 

Mr. Miskell, do you have Mother's 7? 

MR. STEELE: Mother's 4 is here. 

MR. MISKELL: I have 4 right here. And 7, too. 
THE COURT: Yeah, I don't have 9. 

MR. MISKELL: You need 1-A through F. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. STEELE: Did you find 7? 

THE COURT: We did find 7. Thank you. 

(Whereupon the proceedings 
were concluded.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
COUNTY OF LASALLE j 


I, Paula D. Williams, an Official Court Reporter 
in the Thirteenth Judicial Circuit of the State of Illinois, 
County of LaSalle, do hereby certify that I reported in 
machine shorthand the proceedings had in this cause; that I 
thereafter caused the foregoing to be transcribed into text, 
which I certify to be an accurate transcription of my 
shorthand notes of the proceedings in this cause had before 
KAREN EITEN, judge of said court. 



Paula D. Williams, CSR, RPR 
Official Court Reporter 


Dated this 26th day 
of June, 2017. 
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